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I am glad to yield to the Senator
from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LANKFORD). The Senator from New
York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my col-
league. I just have a few more ques-
tions, and then I will say my piece.

First, I ask my colleague, is it his
party that is in the majority in this
body?

Mr. CORNYN. Absolutely.

Mr. SCHUMER. Indeed they are—sad,
from our point of view.

Mr. CORNYN. We are delighted to be.

Mr. SCHUMER. Isn’t it true that the
majority has the ability to put any bill
they want on the floor just about at
any time? They can rule XIV. They can
go through committee. There are many
procedural ways to get a bill on the
floor; is that right?

Mr. CORNYN. Again, Mr. President,
the distinguished Senator from New
York knows well the answer to that is
yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. My final question is
this: Since we have a Department of
Homeland Security that needs funding
and the issue of immigration is a con-
troversial issue—one on which we rel-
ish a debate—wouldn’t it be possible
for the majority to pass a Department
of Homeland Security bill without ex-
traneous and controversial amend-
ments, send that back to the House,
and then move immediately to debate
the immigration proposal that was
added to the bill by the House or any
other immigration proposal they wish
to bring forward? I am not saying they
will do it; I am just asking my dear
friend, isn’t that possible procedurally
for the majority to do?

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, re-
sponding to my friend from New York,
I would say theoretically the answer to
his question is yes. As a practical mat-
ter, we know the House has passed a
particular piece of legislation that we
would like to take up. It is what it is.
It is the hand we have been dealt. That
is the base bill to operate from. There
are, of course, procedures to change it.

Senator MCCONNELL, the majority
leader of the Senate, has said he be-
lieves there should be an open amend-
ment process, and I trust our friends
across the aisle would have a chance to
offer an amendment and get a vote. If
they have the votes, they are going to
win.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New York.

————
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, the
distinguished majority leader has stat-
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ed that it is possible within the proce-
dures of this Senate to pass a homeland
security bill, as negotiated by our
Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs—and I see the
able head of the subcommittee here on
the floor, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire—and then move to immigration
and bring it to the floor. So all of his
arguments that we are afraid to debate
immigration, that we don’t want to de-
bate immigration are false.

There is not one choice, there are
two. One is to debate immigration fully
and openly. The other is to a play a
game of hostage, to say: We are Kkid-
napping Homeland Security, and now
let’s have a debate on how much the
ransom should be.

No one in America wants us to legis-
late that way. I know my colleagues in
the Senate didn’t do that. It was the
House that did it, led by thinking by
the junior Senator from Texas. His
view, as I have heard him say, is that
what the President did on immigration
is so awful that we should shut down
the Department of Homeland Security
as a way of forcing the President to go
along with what the junior Senator
from Texas wants.

When are our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle going to learn? They
followed Senator CRUz a year and a
half ago when he wanted to shut down
the government over ObamaCare. They
actually did shut down the government
for a few weeks and were so widely ex-
coriated by just about all Americans
that they backed off. But they haven’t
learned. They are following the junior
Senator from Texas, Mr. CRUZ, into a
cul-de-sac at best and over a cliff at
worst.

We are happy to debate homeland se-
curity but not with a gun to our head
or the President’s head; not to say: If
you don’t do it my way, I am going to
shut down the government. The vast
majority of Americans—Democratic,
Independent, Republican, North, East,
South, West—don’t believe that is how
we should legislate. I am surprised—I
am almost shocked, with some of the
wisdom we have in the leadership of
this body, that they are allowing that
to happen. We will not. We have the
ability to block it, and block it we will.
We will not play hostage. We will not
risk shutting down Homeland Secu-
rity—as I am sure my colleague from
New Hampshire will talk about—a vital
Department. We will not let their being
upset with DREAM kids jeopardize our
safety with ISIS. We will not let that
happen.

I urge my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to pass the bill that
has already been put on the floor—a
clean Homeland Security bill—then
they may decide to put immigration on
the floor, and we will be happy, happy,
happy to debate it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I
have to say that I am a little confused
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about what is happening right now.
The Republican Party is in charge—to-
tally in charge of Congress. I am sure
Speaker BOEHNER’s and Majority Lead-
er MCCONNELL’s staffs talk on a daily
basis. I am sure they are talking, co-
ordinating, and realizing the Repub-
lican Party now has the responsibility
of showing this country they can run
Congress.

So what do we do right out of the
gate? We threaten to shut down the De-
partment of our government that pro-
tects our homeland while ISIS is burn-
ing prisoners alive on film? The irony
of this is Republicans are in charge. All
they have to do is present a clean fund-
ing bill for Homeland Security, and the
very next day take up immigration re-
form and debate it. But they are trying
to play a political trick and trying to
make it look as if somehow their dis-
agreement with the President on immi-
gration trumps the protection of our
country and that somehow we will all
go along with that.

Speaker BOEHNER mentioned me. My
friend and my colleague from Texas
just mentioned me. Yes, I said it. I am
uncomfortable with the President
issuing Executive orders such as this—
no matter what party it is, no matter
who the President is. But what I said
when I made that statement is—I
pivoted, and I said: Do you know how
we prevent that from happening? We
have a House of Representatives that is
willing to take up and debate immigra-
tion reform. This body passed a bipar-
tisan immigration reform bill by a
wide margin. It wasn’t even a squeak-
er. Many of my Republican colleagues
voted for it, understanding this is a
public policy area in our country that
needs to be addressed.

We can’t make it a political punching
bag on either side. My party can’t say:
We are for the immigrants; we get
their votes. And the Republican Party
can’t say: Well, we are for the tea
party, and we are against all immi-
grants. We need to come together and
do public policy in a system that is
broken. The bill we passed here was
amazing in terms of border security.
But Speaker BOEHNER wouldn’t take it
up for more than 18 months. Speaker
BOEHNER wouldn’t even allow it to be
debated on the floor of the House.

Now the Republicans are in charge.
Do they take up immigration reform?
Do they have a proposal? By the way,
that is the way you get rid of the Presi-
dent’s Executive order; that is, we do
our jobs. We do our job. It is a little bit
like ‘“‘replace” for health care. I have
heard repeal and replace for 4 years.
Has anybody seen replace? Has it been
identified anywhere? If it is out there,
I would love to see it. It has been
talked about a lot. The same thing for
immigration. If you don’t like what the
President has done, then put up a bill
and let’s debate it.

By the way, the Republicans have the
power to do that immediately after we
fund Homeland Security. We don’t have
to talk about anything else. We can
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